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ABSTRACT
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present what they learnbd in college, with little attention to
student needs; and teacher determination of the curriculum without
objective` criteria. To improve the secondary school speech

, curriculum; high. school and college instructors must collaborafe.
Methods of building this collaboration include establishing ._,

partnerships between college speech depaitmonts and local high school
programs" that focus on student needs, the application of research to
those needs, and the improvement of instruction. In addition to
giying'preservice speech and language arts teachers the confidence .

and knowledge to teach secondary school speech educatign,effectively,
colleges can recognize outstanding high school speech programs,
teachers, and students. (MM). . .
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Over tIle past several decades.we in spetth communication education r i

_ . , , , 1 1

,

have complained about the lack of required speech cdurses, in high.
\

,,,,

)

'

school, the lack of definitjon'tof speaking and listening as*basic

skills, the instruction'of,speeth by English teachers with no speech

training, and the lack of articulation .of speech comMudication programs
,

,

4

between secondary schools and colleges and univeYsities. Maybe, the
k.

.. speech surribla in United.Statessecondary schools have given .us

t

something to complain about or_maybe we in institutions of higher

.

education have contributed to the probtems-ef secondary schoorcurric-
I I.

ula of the past two decades. It seems that three approaches'to

i

curriculum, planning have been perpetuated: the smorgasbord approach,
.. is 41

.
. N,

. the hand-me-down approach, and, teacher determined curriculum. These,
1

approaches have .contributed, to the problem identified b'-the National

J
Commission on Excellence in Education that "secondary school

curricula have been homogenized, diluted, and diffused to the point

that they no longer have a central purpose."2

The smorgasbord approach to curriculum development tamp about

in the 1960's when U.S. schools, for the 'first time, had more diverse'
. .

(%

learners in the schools and were faced with the problem of trying to

keep, students wilq traditionally would have dropped out to be
,

interested and to remain in schools. The pleas Yorscelevart, shott-

term condensed courses led to instruction in popularized topics in

-,the fram4work of mini-Ourses, -Mini-courses or semester course's

,'

3
I
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abounded in topics such as 'intrapersonal communication;:soep operas,

, advertising, and stage fights and falls. White these topics in and

of themselves 4e not bad, Plb combination of such courses and the

isolated instruction of these 'topics did not add "up to adequate

preparation in needed basic skips. Thaavallability of a.smorgas-

board curriculum, freedoth of students to choose their.own courses,

: . and reduction,of specified high school graduation; requicements have

led to the'criticism of students! inability to speak, listen, and

think critically.3 .;

. .

. Colleges and universities, in part, have. been responsible for

thft hand-me-down ipproach-to curriculum development in the high

schAis The study of communication has eyolvid in the past quarter"

century and has actually replaced the study of speaking and

listening in many, colleges' and universities. Such S rapid expansion

of the discipline has stimulated many university faculrf members to

. .

address such topics as intOpersonal-commurlication, family communi-

cation, organizational communication, negotiations,.etbnovaphic
.

studies.of communication in cultures, and:the effect of media. The

enthusiasm of college instructors for these topics typically in-
.

fectsthose students who are preparing ,to.teach in our secondary
.

A
schools. In fact, in some universjties it ispossible for pro-

,

spective speech teachers to gradaatemithout corpleting courses in

-

4

public spea Ing, group discussion,' debate, listening, interviewing,
. . ,

or oral interpretation. Thqs,1whem faced with the proApect of

I

,;

4
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developing' r teaching an established curriculum in the-high school,

many newly gained speech teachers are unprepared or uninterested in-

teaching topics which have not.been part of their college curricula

These new teachers often teach what they have learned in college :In

the high.school. without atteption to the questions of (1) what are

the basic speaking, listening aqcrical thinking skills needed

by a,1 high ochboyistudents, and (2). what are the best ways to
,

ensure that instruction in these skills brings about the desired

competencies.

Others outside ofthe communication discipline do not hesitate

, . . .

to identify critical communication skills needed by high school

studAnts:
-.

A.myriad of commissions, committees, sates and profes-

sionat organizations have °oled for the inclusion of Speaking,

listening, and the teaching 0 critical thinking in the high school -

A /'

curriculum. The following recent repOrts urgethe teaching of

14

speaking and listening': (1) A Nation At Risk: The Imperative for

Educational Reform (1983), Depaqmerit of 5ducat Jon by the National
.

Commissionon Excel lence in Education;
4

(2) the College Entrance

Exainination Board's report on Academic"freparation for College:

5
What Students Need o'Kmmo. And Be Able To Oo (1983); ( The

Councit for Basic Education Checklist (1983);
6

(4) The Task Force

,

on Education for.Economic Growth: Action for Excellence: A

.. .

tomprehensgI ve Plan to Improve Our Nati.on's Schools 11983)
:
by the

. ,

Education Cbmmission of theStates;7-.(9) state reports from
... ...

..

'
f

,

,
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.Mithiganj.Washington, Florida, California, Oregon,'and Texas; and

V- ''

:(6)'thde,Speech CoOmunicatibh Association ,"'Minimal Speaking and
1* I

Listening Competencies for,1110 School Grledyates".
8 The Rem

. .

of,SecOndary-EdUcatioi niin America'by the Icarnegie Fouhdation

calls for a requrred one-temester speech kou rse.which would 4ti I

.

include::

N,

group discussion, formal debaterfpublic speakibgand

0
-

reading, literature aloud . ..18oyer. says] the goaj is -

c not just effective' self- expression; but also is reflec-

tive thinking. Students' oral coMments must also be

- accompanied by 'careful analysis and critique by

9'
_

teachers.

Th6i,fo'there to be clearer articulation between high schbol and

college lieech communication programs we need to define what is

meant by speech communication and to distinguish between courses

and curriculurd.which are best taught,iff the secondary schools and
t

those which should be left for post- secondary education.

The specification of what be taught in a high school

sp eech course from external.groups may become the dominant method

of curriculum definition.of the next decade, but it is not the way

in which curriculum has been most frequently defined.. Iddividual

teachers have been the major'determiners of high school curricula.

Phil Cusick, institute for ResieCh on Teaching (IRT) researcher,

conducted a field study in lb large Detroit area high schools and

reported:

i

6
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that ,secondary] schools have given Up on any -generalized

idea of what constitutes'aneducatlon and have instead
. .

given control of the process over to individual teacher's' who

then strick an agreement,with sets of studeks. {He then

goes, on to. say] . . . that may not be a'bad Cer-
.

tainly th.current system provides the speciplization and

diversity may educators say is needed to meet each student's

individual needs. The problem wi thrge system, according:

to Cusick, is that if students lack maturity of adult

,gue4ance, theif. may.slip thrdughit wrthoOt evOn the rudi- .

ent,..-of an education. . . a s Cuick;041oie never foun

anyone who Subjected hii her fiefs to an empirical'
. . /

I
test or a test of consensus among.the faculty." . .t. many.

went so ear as

these were'the

to say, What I teach. is good fOrthem.'!

teachers who wodlddesgn courses based on

.

*
their own interest and, ky following the appropriate pro-

cedves of their school.; had those courses incorporated

into the curriculum. One teacher created an elective

. .

course on-the philosophy of Aristotle and Plato because. .

it int steel hiM. 4 nurtured it -to a poipt where he

tau it three classes,ofAt every day.
i0

p 4 .4
j

'The results Cutick,reporijed are in keeping N th. the previous .
.

.

findings of resarch hich.examined the external Itti-internal forces
.

on 'teachers to define the curricpia. Floden said, "since teachers.
.

r

;
I
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/
have he final say on the contlent presented to pupils, teacher

.

deci.sionst.hout4whtt content to present probably have a substantial

effect on the Pattern.of Student aChieveMent.' They found that
_.

of the.extewna l pressuree to add'Copics to the elementary school

..Arriculum.the following affected teachers decisions:

. 1. Publican n by central administration of a set of

. objectives;

0 -

2. Aandardized test results published;

.,
3. Textbook content;

4; ,Discussion's of the *teacher with the principal;

-5. Upper grade. teachers;

6, Parents,

A:such/nen and Schmidt examined the internal forces.which

effect the content (aught in elementary classrooms. They fOund thAt

teachers' allocation of time ,to specific subjects were related to

their judgemerits about what emphasis they belfev4k the content

,

should be given and their enjoyment of teeching'the subject. However,

. - .
.

"teachers do not seem to necessarily spend less time on a'subject
.

l
I

. .

/ justbecabose.they find it difficult to teach . "1.3 If, indeed, speech.
. .4.,,, .

. .

. teachers have had limited university preparation in the teaching -

.of public speaking, non-speech trained teachers are teaching speech,

d teaoheri do not perceive a need for speech training, instruction

4
in speaking. and listteninig, is likely to be,de-dmphasized. Also,

speech is wedged into an already full English or language arts

r

)

.
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curricdlum,and if, as a recent surveylndicptes, speech textbooks

`are infrequently or never used in 61% of the speech ciassrooms,
14

-

thq content of speech communication in high schools may be ill-
.

defined..

Definition and development of peech communication curriculum

requires (I) carefully and specificallydefiged ve%bbjecti 2( )*
. .

development of courses and programs using the most up-to-d4te.

knowledge available about subject matter, principles, and skills,

and (3) use of the results of research on'teaching to present new

knowledge in thmost effective means possible. We in.peich

communication at the high school d college levels need;to
, .

collaborate to identify and exaMine,the key issues in teaching

4 speaking and listening. We need to irlcorporatewhat has been

learned about developing functional communication competence at

,

.a114peve!opmental levels in:to a coherent, K-12 curriculum. We

need to examine the literature regarding yime-on-itask
r5

tq consI'er

how we can,ImaxWize the use of class time to enhance students

development acid pActice of speech skills 1.5 it the best
.

'ruse of students time f.br the to listen to each other's speeches'

as opposed to giving more speeches?) We need to look aethe-
.

esearch in teacher explanation
16-

to determine what impli-
,

. 4
.

cations exist for modeling speeches and directly teaching signifi:
. .

cant communication prionciples. In issenceN4e need to return to .,

a flcus on the speaking and listening content and the iaucattonal

research.which could bear on its instruction.

4
9

4
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I The goo] of developing curriculum on speakiirig and listening

cannot be accomplished in a serendipitods fashion or a one-shot

in-service enrol. Ratherwe can only begi oimpact the artic-

ula0o6 between high school andecollege uniersity.speech
f-

alitimuniCation programs ifigacultt in colleges take seriously the
4 A iro,

7

strengthening of relationships with K:12 schools. Ernest Boyer

4
in his 1980 address at $11e.American Association for Higher Educe-

, 8
1

!

Also, if we want to develop speech programs which resPland to

the reports, we need to POlprove our ability to measure speech

profIciency.and progriskive compete e .and to distinguish between
. .

speaking and listening competeNce arnd incompetence. Setting'
,

educational objectives for students which can be measured will 41e'

assist in curriculum development. The authors of Research Within

Reach.. Oral ind Written Communication cited Loban as saying,

"the language arts curriculum, inevitably shrinks or expands to the

bOundaries of what irs evaluated.", They go on to say "one reason

for the neglect of oral. communication instruction in American .

public school's is the lack, of appropriate measurement technolOgy.

If econclary schoOls and colleges and unimersitlei could collaborate

and bring together those measurement and research knowledge.and

skills they have, evaluatilin of speech communication could be

G;//azcomplished.

tion Concerence,

.

.4

1
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pointid"to the void he perceived between the colleges and
,

.the schools. The university's disregard for the lower gr de*,

tou!)he-maintained, impedes the nurture of the academic itsel
.

The reciprOcA process of erican education, Boyer nsisted,

Is fragmented'and distorted when profesors ignore.devePop-'

ments in the elemetaFt and secondary schools: "It's spch

a simple point - the need for close.collaboration - and yet

in recent Years
,
thi; school/college relationship has been

..I. . . ,
.
.

f. a ..,

essentially ignored. We cannot have.excellence in

higher education if we.do not have excellence in school."'

c..

fOne way.in Which close colJaboretion and building of excellence.
c

coulds i' ibe accomplished if eachfcollege department of speech

communication in this country would est ablish a partnership with

the.
.

: a local high school to join with hteachers to elop and' /
4

4
enhance their speech communication program.. .Such an adoption must

. .

.

be done in a collaborative mpde'with mutual respect and trust' .

e .

.
regular communication,'and with both parties accepting the retpon--

(

sibillity for the direction and success or failure of the project.

Working, together, faculty in speedi could-accomplish the

follofidg objectivs: (1) develop an integrated a;11,coeirdinated

currIulum which identifies the principles and skills

_to be taloght at each level [note: a similar recommendation was

called for by communication conferees'at the NewOrleans Conference

on Resarch and Ihstructiona Development in 1968201; study the

impact of the urriculuon students; (3) assess the retationshi.p

.

a . 11
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.

of skill in speaking and 'listening to skill inreading and writing,

4 V )(
critical thinking, self confidence, and other academic success;
r- . .

.. .
.

.
.

(4), assess different methodslbf teachilg.speech, for examp0 le.by.
s 1

nl i .

tilt
a) using the explanation mole', or b).assessimg the affects ox

.

differen,t types of evaluation on student's success; (5) study 1-1e ,..

. 1r ,

ii1 'Adli
. effects of differell.fn-serviCe.teachel: trainiOg IllEirdels which ,

4
.ot

enhance teacher's abilities to teach- speaking ind4listening';"and
t

. .

(6) work to strengthen the cOmmuniCation skills.pf all classroom

since they provide the models that influence our students.
.4

. V 1,

i If each college that currently provides a speech curriculum ...
, .

.

established such a partngrship,with one high school, 446 high
,

.

,

school programs could be affected immediately.4/ Since singe
r , .

. . .. ,

occurs atthe loci} levei, not at the nationalor state level,-
4

.
1.7...f

this model could maximize the chance of brining about clearer .
A. .. . . to'

articulation of programs a high schools and colleges.:
.

.(41,0:different note, the charge t.o universitie

_ .

regard* the pre-service preparation of teachers of sptp, .. ,

, .._
.

English and"language amts:. If teachers determine the curriculum, . .
*

r
then 'it is the respohsibility of

.

,colleges and universiaei to ,,

r

prepare teachers w4th': hl positive attitudes toward the
,..- . .,

teachihg,oftpeech; (2) confidence in their abilities to teach r
. %,

. f
,

. ana evaluate spsech'and to enhance the skills of their students; - .

'

o ..

,, 4/ .

'S
. .

and (3) knowledge of the content they will teach in the seondary to.

44

. 0
. schools', not merely of other interesting, bqtlliess basic
.

.
. ..

apects of communication. If speech is to be taughi in eve rye

,

,
- , : tio i.. ,

)3 - '''''.

1
3 ).
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class, as some propose, then State legislation will be needed to

. mandate the preparation of all teachers. Perhaps we might go to

a model like that required in Michigan of prepam4ng all teachers"

to biteachers ol'reeding. We could expect ail teachers to'be

teachers of speaking and.listening butonly with proper p'rep.ara-

tion. Not to train teachers to teach speech is to endorse doe

position that speech IS an act whichmpeopie do naturally and thus

need no specialized training to do, better. lie must no4 be

guilty 9f perpetuating this misconception.

colleges can aid high schools by recoggizing

outstanding speech programs, teachers and students. Criteria for

. -

awarding schools, teachers,- and students such recognition could,

be created. The visibility of the.programs, teachers, and students.
g.

could enhance the public confidence in our schools, as well as.
.

. .

could reinforce their belief that speakingis an impqrtant skirl

4
which merits special instruction. While traditionally stholarships

e.

were given for debate and forensfct, new schjiarshipt might be
...,

1

given to outstanding teachers to return for graduate study in
A

IIFN

.
,_...,

.
.

speecii3O cbmmunicatiiin or to outstanding c'clIege-bound tudents .0

.
Ir.s.

Abo inteneto enter the teaching.profession.

.

We need to meet the chat j enge of putting-to u commuNi-
%

I

'cation principles we profess y_yiprking closely at...those.

. 1

ingtrtutions which. onAke a. differepe in 'students 1 g.
. t .e`. -....

---..._:,_

and listening celnipe ritj;t1, We in post:secondary rn itutions

N

44.
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1

suffer when students lade-these basic skips and thus, have an '
. *

., , *
obligation to work with secondary institutions to enhance the

instructionofthese skills. To accomplish mutually beneficial

g als and clearer articulation between secondary schools. and.,

ggiteges add universities, we need to Work together to'define,

deyelop, evaluate, and recognize speech/coimunication

_

in the
11

.

. , .

secondary schools..

4

,1

a

... .

.
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